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-This report provides a desc^iptioi^ and evalt^ation of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act Trtle I-funded programs 
for the state of Mississippi. A needs assessment survey conducted in-^ 
the state indicated that : 214,^^43 students needed assistance in 
reading, 189,568 needed assistance in^Language arts, and 194,825 
needed assistance in matHematics. Of the 845 public schopls an^ 191^ 
^"private schools in the state 697 provided services under Title !• She 
'state Title I staff conducted a pilot evaluation of sele<c:ted school 
districts in Mississippi. A comparison of reading and mathematics 
reyeaied that students made higher gains in mathematics than in 
reading in most instances; -however, an analysis of .expenditures 
revealed .that to'ore Title I funds ii6r^ spent for reading than for 
mathematics. Some concern ikas expressed that disadvantaged children^ 
tend toi fare better at learning number concepts as opppsed to 
lear^ning reading skills. (Author/AH) , 
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' INTRODUCTION 

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary ^ucation Act of 1965 provides an un- 
usual opportunity for the extension of cooperative efforts between Local Educa- 
tional Agencies and the State Educational Ager\cy. These efforts include not only 
programmed planning, develQiynent,, and implementation but also program eval- 
uation. Evaluation of programs provides an index to program direction as well as 
an indication of the rate of progress.* Evaluation also serves as a means of indica-'^ 
ting the exteh^o which the objectives of a particular program have been reached. 

The Tenth Annual Title I, ESEA Evaluation Report that follows attempts il^sum- 
marize the effectiveness of programs and the educational achievement of children 
participating in these programs operated by local educational agencies during Fls< 
cal Ye^r 1975. Careful analysis of this repoix will provide evidence of the extent 
to which ^dqcationally deprived children in Mississippi benefitted from the many 
activities and services provided through Title I Programs. 
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TITLEI, ESEA 
EVALUATION 
REGULAR SCHOOL YEAR 



1974^75 




Number of School Districts and Participants 

A, School Districts 155 

B, Participants: 

1. Public 146,457 

2. Private 1.153 



Total Allocations and Expenditures for FY 1975 
A. Allocations 

1, ^PartA 38,543,845 

Parte /^ 272,438 



147,610 



' 1 , 38,816,283 

B, ExpeniWture^^ ^ / 

1. PaJtA • 28,854,796 

2. Parte (FY 74) 1,619,283 

3. earry Over (FY74) 8.675,166 

c* 39,149,248 

In-Seryice Training 

A. Number of LEA's conducting in-service training during 1974-75 134 

B. Expenditures for in-service training during 1974-75 \ $89,469 



UNDUPLICATED NUMBER OF.PARTICIRANTS IN TITLE I 



GRADE 


f — ^ 

NUMBERPUBLIG 
SCHOOL PUPILS ,^ ' 


.NUMBER 
NONPUBLIC PUPILS^ 


TdTAL NUMBER 
PARTICIPANTS 


♦ Pre-School » - 


1,068 f 


j 13 


1,081 

^ ^ 


Grade 1 


18,883 


\|55 


19,038 


Grade 2 


. * 19,354 


211^ 


19,565 - 


Grade 3 


18,793 ^ 


2J0 


19,003 


1 •■ 

Grade 4 


19,270 


128 


19,398 


Grade 5 - ^ 


18,684 


7 
105 


18,789 


Grade 6 , 


^ 17,933 ^ 


106 


18,039 


Grade 7 


10,304 


28 


10,332 


Grade 8 


8,274 


15 ^ 


^ 8,289 


Grade 9 


3,t35 


* 44 


3,179 


Grade 10 . 


1,688 * 


42 


1,730 


Grade 1 1 


•829 


52 


'' '881 

» 


Grade 12 


574 . _ 




.608 


Special Education. 


7,668 






TOTALS 


14^457 


s 

* 1rl53 


1— ■ 

* 

147,610 



510,076 

56,965 

31,269 
•252,551 4 



Total Number Students Eiarolled: 
Public Schools 
Private Schools 
Total Number School Age Children not enrolled in^hool^ 
Total Number Students from Low-lncoijne Families ^ 



TITLE I STAFF ASSIGNMENTS ' 

V i 
• • • 

CLASSIFICATION NUMBER ASSIGNED 

A. 

Teachings-Kindergarten 25 

Teaching-Elementary ' * ^ ,^ ;1,250 

Teaching-Secondary • , 197 

Teachings-Handicapped Children Only « 428y 

Teacher Aides . \ 1.93^ 

Librarian * « 11 

Librarian Aides . ^ 36 

Supervision « " . 211 

Direction and l^lanagement (Administration). 58 

Counseling ^ . <i 45 ^ 

Psychologist 9 

Testing ■ ^19 

Social Work ' • ' , 5 ' 

J 

Attendance ', 42 

Nurse ' - 118 

^ Physician , . 2 . 

Dentist ^ 0 ' 

Dental Hygienist . 9 
Cferical 

Other . g 

TOTAL STAFF / 4J17 \ . 



SCHOOL DISrmCT ALLOCATIONS AND NUMBER OF 
. TITtrrPA^ICIPANTS 



— ... 


•t 


' ." ^» , " 
PlirHciDants 


** . " • 


MllUvailon 


Public 
School 

5^iiHi»nt< ' 


Private 
• School 

CtllHllfTtS 


; 

AdamCo.^ . . 








Natchez Sep. 


642,505 


2,061 


118 


Alcorn Co. 


. 180,774 


1,001 




' Corinth Sep. 


, 80,620 


312 




Amite Co. 


342,922 


988 




Attala Co. ^ . 


246,305 


1,0^2 




Kosciusko ^p. 


183^441 


579 




^Benton Co. 7 > 


, 188,097/^ 


.540 




Bolivar Co. 








Bolivar, #1 


287,671 


1,190 




Bojivar #2 


^166,192 


607 




Bolivar #3 


222,736 


605 




Boliyar#4 


350,442 


1,327 




Bolivarrt^S 


197,393 


750 




Bolivar #6 


.160,825 


393 


' 38 


Calhoun Co. 


262,810/ 


1,194 




Carroll Co. 


235,884/ 


^^04 


/ ^ 


Chickasaw Co. 
Houston Sep. 


75,26|_y 




127,784 


616 




Okolona Sep. 


. 108,054 


448 





Chickasaw (93,612) 
Monroe (14,442) 
Choctaw Co. 
Dalbome Co. 
Qarke Co. 

Enterprise Cons. 

Quitman Cons. 
Clay Co. 

We$t>ointSep. 
Coahoma Co. 

Coahoma ,Cq^AHS 

Clarksdale Sep. 
Copiah Co. ^ 

Hazlehurst Sep. 

Copiah-Lincoln AHS 
Covington Co. 
DeSotoCo. 
Forrest Co. 

Forrest Co. AHS 

Hattiesburg Sep. 
Franklin Cp. 
George Co. 
Greene Co. 
Grenada Co. 

Grenada Sep. 
Hancock Co. 

Bay St. Louis Sep. 
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' 151,761 
259,600 

57,792 
185,756 
85,165 
241,414 
677,425 
110,923 
^3,400 
279,158 • 
225,^lt 
19,729 
261,351 
601,209 
227,59a 
23,781 
428,634 
172,341 
T42,568 
163,144 



3^,C 



321,034 
80,627 
81,349 



Participapte 



School Districts 

'-^^ \ T" 

' Harrison Co. 
diloxl Sepj 
Gulf port 

Long BeadfSep. . * ^ 

Pais Christian Sep. 
Hinds Co. 

Clinton Sep. 

Hinds Co. AHS 
' Jackson Sep. 
Holmes Co. 

Durant Sep. 
Humphreys Co. 
Itawamba Co. 
V Itawamba 06. AHS 
Jackson. Co. 

Moss Poirrt Sep. 

Ocean Springs Sep. 

PascagoulaSep. ^ 
Jasper Co. 

East Jasper Cons. 

West. Jasper Cons. 
Jefferson Co. 
Jeffersof^ Davis Co. 
Jones Co. - 

Laun^p. 
Kemper Co. 
Lafayettf Cow 

(Mord Sep. 
Lamar Co. 

Lum'berton Line Cons 
Lamar (72,6^) 

Pearl River - (8,242) 
Lauderdale Co. 
' Meridian Sep. 
Lav^rence Co. 
Leake Co. ^ 
Lee Co. 

BaldwynSep.. 

Lee - (29,701) , 

Prentiss - (39,457) 

(^ettleton Line Cons. 

Lee • (29,955) 

Monroe -(41,284) 

Tupelo Sep. 
Leflo/etS^ 

Greenwood Sep. 



Public 
School. 



Private 
School 



dcnooi^ :>cnooi 

Allocation S tuden tK St udents 

« 

333,723 1,463 35. 

336,380 794 ,136 

338,596 1,055 70 

103,W6 297 16 

63,496 268 57 

765,937 2,852 

145,965 625 

93,956 324 V 

1^47^11:1 4.536 

696,797 UOl 140 

44,936 ^40 

533,937 2,374 • 

142,^55 . 648 

17,370 . 80 

T22,9d2 415 '4 

209.336 • 660 

54,093 [ 235 15 

188,666 * 749 180 

226,0q3^ 590 

123,572 655 

336,069 t,665 

289,514/ 1,718 ^ 20 

363,287 1,225 

286,660 855 

285,574 t,140 

153,582 » 4d0 

165,992 , 977 

171,781 304 

. 80,885 305 



2g4,953 795 V 

517,408 3,167 T 21 
210,131 ;880' 

256,202 1,136 

243.325 1,193 
69,158 315 



71,239 253 



174,047 660 
666,252 2,667 
402,9'35 1,266 
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Participant! 



School Districts 



(.incpln Co. 

Brookhaven S^p. 
' Lowndes Co, 

Columbus Sep. 
Madison Co. - \, 
Canton Sep.. 
* Marlon.Co. . 
^Columbidl Sei^ 
Marshall Co. ' 
/ Holly Springs Sep. - 
. 'Monrqe Co. 
j^^rrteen S?p. 
, Anro^y Sep. . 
Montgomery Co, 

WTnona Sep. 
Neshoba Co, 

Philadelphfa Sep. 
Newton Co. 
Newton Sep. 
Union Sep. * ^ " 
Neshoba -(i0>55) 
"Newton - (46,748) 
Noxubee Co. 
^k'tfbbeha^ 
Starkville Se^ 
Panola Co. 

. North Psnola-Cons. ^ 

South Panola Con^ 
Pearl River Co. 

Picayune Sep. 

Poplarville Sep. . . 4 
Perry Co. 

RichtonSep. ' 
Pike Co. 

North Pike Cons. 

South Pike Cons. 

McCombSep. 
Pontotoc Co. 

Pontotoc Sep. 
Prentiss Co. 
Quitman Co. 
Rankin Co. 
Scott Cp> 

Forest Sep. 
Sharkey Co. 

Sharkey-Issaquena Cons. 
SharkeV - (124,001) ^ 
Issaquena - (53,lff1) ^ 

Anguilla Line.Cons. 
-Simpson Co. * 
Smith Co. 
Stone Co. 

O 

EKLC 



Allocation^ 

167,217 
267,424 
286,501 

416,(»7 
364,160 
308,237 
162,166 
436,697 
262,136 
113,933 
1247,707 

78^7 
^ r78,638 
101,828 
229;834 
104,647 
114^7 
106,935f 

67,503 



470,169 
287,766 
246,880, 

316,032 
322,366 

89,606 
191,714 

90,236 

94,907 ; 

68,606 

117^31 
243,425 
263,346 
1§9,973 

H411 
187,309 
633,646 
369,461 
304,073 

72,266 

177,182 



165;237 ' 
330,811 
226,878/ 
97,3^2 . 



Public Private 
Schooi .School 
Students . Students 



Participants 




1,684 
y 961 
340 

1,200 
268 
721 
388 ' 
811 
521 
528 
316 
169 



838 



. B08 
1,220 
891 
-336 




School Districts 



Allocation 



Sunflower Co. 626,824 

DrevySep.. 261,940 

IndianolaSep. 310,318 

Tallahatchie Co. 

East Tallahatchie Cons. 283,667 
West Tallahatchie Con^. 368,265 

Tate Co. 305,334 

SenatobiaSep. ■ 120,766 

Tippah Co. 

North Tippah Cor^ 90,270 

South Tippah Consy 129,638 

Tishomingo Co. \ 112,367 

lukaSep. ^ 27,448 

Tunica Co. 448,718 

Union Co. 139,172 

New Albany Sep. 131,560 

Walthali Co.' 263,333 

Warren Co. ' 218,234 

Vicksburg Sep. 1585,309 

Washington Co. 

Greenville Sep. 772,289 

Hollandale Sep. ^ " 281,749 

"CfelandCons. 290,083 

Western Line Cons. 24(r,673 
Washington - (216,978) 
Issaquena - (23,695) 

Wayne Co. \ 344,236 

Webster Co. 171,169 

Wilkinson Co. 330,081 

Winston Co. 
Louisville Sep. ^ 

Yalobusha Co. 

CoffeevilleCbns. 144,426 

Water Valley Cons. 95,328^ 

YajooCo. 356,128 

Yazoo City Sep. 290,010 

Holly Bluff Line Cons. ' 80,548 
Yazoo -(69,474)^. 
Sharkey (11,074) 



Low-lncon^Children 38,543,845 
Institution fot*^ 
Neglected and 

Delinquent 250,069 

Schools for Handicapped 371,1^ 
JuvenHe Delinquent in 

Correctional ^ . . > 

^nstituti6n 43,067 



TOTALS 



10 




Public 

School 



1,995 

513 . 
1,089 

1.?00 
1,874 ^ 
1,405 
230 

465 

452 

660 

144 
1,366 

630 

486 
1,664 

940 
1,346 

2,352 

805 
1,052. 

740 



1*532 
,&165 
1,041 



335,626 1,323. 



574 
480' 
.1,400 
1,200 
290 



Private 

School 
Students 



73 



17 




1,208,117 146,457 1,153 



NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS BY INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITY AND COST 



ACTIVITY . 


PARTICIPANTS 


EXPENDITURES 




Kinder- 
garten 


Grades 
1-6 


Grades 
7-12 


Total 


No. of 
LEA'S 


^Amount* 


% of Total 
Expenditures 


Art 




406 


69 


465 


1 


7,998 


.03 


Business Education 






3,234 


,3,234 


. 2 


31,403 


.11 


Handicapped: Mentally Rejt^arded 




6,108 


1,044 


^152 . 


87 


, 1,634,965 


5:67 


Hard of Hearing ] 




268 


35 


303 


7 


.97,072 • 


.34 > 


/ 

Industrial Arts / 


. « 




1,147 


1,147 


5 


. 77,037 , 


.16 


Kindergarten / 


462 




'» 




5 


^ 151,999 


.53 


Language Arts f 




25,177 


7.46d 


32,645 


59 


2,652,193 


8.85 


Mathematics \ 




62,417 


11,468 


73,885 


121 


6,011,190 


20.83 . 


Music ' \ 




833 




833 


1 


23,297 


.08 


Natural Science 




407 


^ 16 


423 


3 


22,323 


.08 


Other Vocati^al Education 






^ : 296 


296 


3 


63,022 




Physical Education & Recreation 




1,783 


15 ■ 


1,798 


2 


17,390 




Reading 




89,543 




104,494. 


14^-- 


10,779,254 


37.36 


Social Science ^ 






14,9|»^ 


16 


1 


6,733 


.02 


Speech Therapy 


* 


5,995 


493 


6,488 


52 


" 388,991 \ 


1.35 




TOTAL COST AND PERCENTAGE 


21,864,867 


75.47 


' NUMBER OF PARTICIPAW' 


rS BY SUPPORTIVE ACTIVITV AND COST' 





ACTIVITY 


pj^RTICIPANTS 


EXPENDITURES . 




Kinder- 
garten 


Grades 
1-6 ./ 


Grades 
7-12 


Total 


No.V 
LEA'S 


Amount*. 


%bf Total 
Expenditures 


Attendance 




20.879 


r 

5.046 


25.925 


32 


161.104 


.56 


Clotting 




t,525 


445 


1,970 


\4 


11,955 


.04 


Food ' ^ 




450 




450 


1 


9,000 


.03 


Guidance-Counseling 




29,964 


6,345 


36,309 


. 35 


V, 382,843 


1.33 


Health- Dental ' 




44,Gi45 


8,149 


52,194 


' ' 75 


"360,846 


1.25 ^ 


Health-Medical 




57,496 


12,007 


69,503 


93 


748,184 


2.59^ . 


Libra^ry , • 




8,639 


573 


9,212 


7 


130,810 


.45 


Psychological 


> 


820 


135 


> 955 


6 


12,795 


.04 


Social Work 




762 


484 


1,246 


2 


16,936 ^ 


; ^.06 


Resting * ' 




68,356 


35,523 


103,879 


11 


^ 346,496 


1.20 


Transportatipn, 




400 




400 


^1 


1,920 




-^pecial Services for Handicappecj 




95 




95 


3 


19,229 


.07 


Other Services 


4,934 


1,072 


6,006 


10 


78,313- 


.27 




TOTAL COST AND PERCENTAGE 


-2^,280,431 


7.92 



•Expenditures indicated ih this table do not represent Parts A and C carry-over funds for Fiscal Year 1974. These expencJKures 
^ represent Fiscal Year 1975 Part A allocatiops to LEA. 

. . ' ,^ • 6 ' ■■ • ■ 
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1. READING \ 



Grades 1-3 
^Grades 4-6' 
Grades 7-9 
Grades 1t)-f2 



Extent To Which Objective Has Bton Achieve<j 
Substantial Some \Little or None 



102 
90 
39 
7 




15 
17 
11 

• 7 



2. LANGUAGE ARTS 



Extent To Which Objective Has Been Achieved 



Substantial Some 



Little or None 











tsraaeTPS 


23 


12 


2 


Grades 4-6 


\ 19 


13 


2 


Grades 7-9. 


14 


18 


■ >3 


Grades 10-12 


2 


4 


2'' 


3. MATHEMATICS 










Extent To Which Objective Has Been Achieved 




Substantial 


Some 


Little or None 


Grades^l-3 • 


78 


32 


14 


Gracles 4-6 


73 • 


34 


14 


Grades 7-9 


30 


19. 


-6 


Grades 10-12 


5 


2 


4 



4. HEALTH SERVICES 



Grades 1-3 
Grades 4-6 
Grades 7-9 
Grades 10-12' 



Extent To Which Objective Has Been Achieved 



Substantial 

46 
44 ' 

23 , 
5 



Some 

10 I 
7 
2 
2 



Little or None 

2- 

1 

0 

1 " 




5. . GuiPANCE AND COUNSELING 

• 



Extent To WhicSi Objective Has Been Achieved 





^bstantial 


Some 


Little or^one 


Grad^1-3 
'(3rades.4-6 
Grades 7-9 
QrtKlerJO-12 ^ 


14 * ' 
16 
8 

- \ 


3 . 

3 

2 


0 • 
.0 ' 
0 

- ^ 1 



& ATTENDANCE 



Grades 1-3^ 
Grades 4-6 
Grades 7-9 
Grades 10-12 



7. SPECIAL EDUCATION 



Extent Ta Which Objective Has Been" Achieved 


Substantial 


Some 


Little or None 


14 


^ 3 


2 


" 11 


6 


2 


5 


5 


• 2 


2 # 


2 


2 


• 







Grades 1-3 
Grades 4-6 
Grades 7-9 
Grades 10-12 



a SPEECH 









Extent To Which Objective Has Been Achieved 


■ O . 






Substantial 


Some 


Little or None 


^ -39 • 


28 


6 


39 


24 


3 


14 


10 


,2 


2 


2 


0 



* Extent To Which Objective Has B^n Achieved 
Substantial Some Little or None 



Grades 1-3 
Grades 4-6 
Grades 7-9 
Grades 10-12 



29 
24 
7 
0 



13 

17 
6 
5 



4 

3 
3 
1 



13 



8 

\ 



9, LIBRARY 



6radM 1-3 . 
GracM 4-6 
(^es 7-9 
trades 10-12 



10. TESTING 



Grades 1-3 
Grades 4-6 
Grades 7-9 
Grades 10-12 



4 



Extent To Which Objective Has Been Achieved 



Substantial 



4 
4 

2 
0 



Some 

1 
1 

i 



4 ■ 

Little or. None 

0" 

0 
0 

V 




It To Which Objective Has Been Achieved 
ntial ?ome Little or None 



7 
7 
4 
0 



0 
0 
0 
0 



r 

\ 



The tables below shbw the average grade equivalent gains for students in^^rades 2-8 in reading and mathematics 
for a randomly selected number of school districts acro'ss^e state. Tli^ tables also show the number of 
school districts involved and the number of s^dents represented in each grade. : ' , - ' 



READING 



GRADE 


r— .^5 I — 1 

NUMBEF^SCHOOLS 


NUMBER STUDENTS 


AVERAGE G. E, 






3,091 


.9 


3 




2,235 


.8 


4 


23 


^ 2,445 , 


'. . ' 


5 * 


20 


2,382 ^ 




6 


19 


2,281 


,8/ 

/ 


7 


:: i 

10 


1^206 

« : i-J 


^5 


8 


10 


779 ^ 





Ml 



MATHEMATICS 



GRADE 


NUMB^ SCHOOLS 


NUMBER STUDENTS---. 


AVERAGE G. E. 


2 


" 18 


2,038 


.9 


3 




1,367 


1.5 


4 


18 


: 1,414 


1.0 


5 




J 1,491 


1.0 


6 


. ^ . 14 


1,560 


1.1 


7 


6 


635 


1.1 


8 


6 


420 





A comparison of studei\t gains in reading and mathematics reveals'that students in grades 3-7 made higher 
gains in mathematics than in reading. Students in grades 2 and 8 made the same gains in reading and math. 
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* No htajor significance has been attached to tfiase revelatidns, but it Is suspecte^l, hbw6ver; that disadvantaged 
stud^ts team reading and number skills at about the same rate in^Ae fiiarlvv grades. It is also suspected that 
motivation is a factor in the junior high grades. The data in these tables was pollected from a randojaly 
tttectilFgrdup of school districts acro^ the statat No attempt was,jTiade to clarify tfhool districts in • 
any manner whatsoever. Therefore, the districts here represent a wide range of sizes of student popu- 



lation, types of district, size^f allocation, program design, et(C , 



/ 
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Supportive Personnel 2 1- Clerical Administrative 3 - Other Personnel 4 - Teachers and Aides 



LEA EFFORTS TO MEET PUPIL NEEDS 

needs of children in target school areas are {^termined each project year by a 

needs assessnient^urvey. The SEA firovide^tb each|,EA|npdel forms to be used as 

a guide in assessing the needs of c!fiiTdren residing injgm^w reading, language ,1 

* ■ • /■ 
arts, and mathematics sH^lvell as other support services. As indicated by needs 

assessment survey formrsubmi^ted with projtet applications by LEA, there were 

/ ^ " • . ' / \ • 

214,443 studmts n^ing^istance in reading, 189,598 students needing assistance 

in language arts, and 194,825 students needing assistance in mathematics. Of the e 

84&public schools and 191 private schools in the.state 697 public schools and 34 

private schools provided services under Title I, ESEA for educationally deprived 

children. The table on th& preceedmg page reflects the extent to which LEA 

personnel is attempting to meet the: special educational needs of educationally 

deprived children in these districts. 

• . . ■ ■ ■ . ■ 
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LEA EXPENDITURES 



^Construction has con^giually declined.for the past three years to a mear twenty^four 
one-hundredth of one percent in 1975. More effort is being placed on instruction 
•as reflected by 81.34 percent of Title I expenditures going for J|^ese services. It is / ' 
apparent that officials of local school districts of this~^te are endeavoring to gear 
Title I to meeting the spepial educational needs of the ^prived children in their 
districts. State Title I sta^ hive I worked vyith local district personnel in planning 
and designing programs to en|iaiice the level of achievement of students participating 
in Titie I a|||vjties. LEA^if iclais are realizing more and more that the needs of ' . 
educatiohally depri red children joan tie best sehrdd through a strong educational./^ 
program rather thai^ expanded facilities and equipment. ^ This realization^ is strengl^ ' 
ened by improve^ Jiupil achievement as reflected by test scores participating student^. 



ra^e e 



1- 



A comparison of gra^e equivalent scores by area 



JtEADING 




GRADE 



AREA' 
I 



AREA 



AREA 
^ III 



AREA 

4^ 



AREA 
V 



^ , AREA 
VI 



1.1 



1.1 




.7 



1.2 



.7 



.9 



.7 




8^ 



.9 



.5 



1.1. 



1.0 



.9 



^.7 



6 



3 



Ml 




.6, 



.8 



1.5 



.2 



.9 



MATHEMATICS 



A: 



\ 



GRADE 


AREA 

.1 


AREA 
' . II 


AR&A ^ 
III 


AREA 
IV 


"AREA 

• 


AREA 
VI 


2 


1.1 


/ 


1.0 


1.1 


.8 


.6 


3 


1.1 


1.1 




.9 


.8 


.8 


4 


1.1 


.8 


1.1 \ 


1.1 


.9 


.9 


5 


1.2^ 


' j9 


1.1 


.9 


.9 


.8 . 


6 


1 .8 


.9 


' 1.1 * 


.7 


.9 

• 


1.1 


7 


1.1 


.8 




1:7 


.6 




' 8 


.8 


7 




.8 


. .4 ■ 
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FIELD SERVICE AREAS 



. For plS^poses of Tltiel^ississippi Is divided into^reas. Vhere pre six (6) such ^as in the 
state with a professional staff person assigned to each area from the field service section of 

.the State Title I office. There al-e two (2) Field Service Supervisors with each responsible 
for ^rM area* and there are six professional staff persons, one for each of the six areas. 

^ The area field service personnel work closely with the LEA's of the?r area in the planning - 
and implementation of Jhe Title I programs. The\|rade equivalent gains on the proceeding 
page do not reflect the extent of the area field person's efforts, but they do indicate to a 
large degree the LEA personnel's willingness to carry out program activitiesdesigned to 
meet the special educational ne^s of the edu^ationalli^epiived children in their school 
districts. * - ) \/ * ' 

A comparison of reading Mnd/f^athematics reveal that students made higher gains in 
mathematii» than in read)/ig in most instances. However, a cloSer examination "of 
^ #tixpenditures reveal that a greater amount of Title I funds were expended for reading 
than for mathematics. Some concern is bxpresfed by man^ that disadvantaged children 

^nd to fare better at leartfing number concepts as opposed^o learning reading skills. 
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TITLE I, ESEA 
EVALUATION 



REGULAR SCHOOL YEAR 
1974^75 



( 



PROJECT PROFILES 
OF 

LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY EVALUATIONS 




PROJECT PROFIbE . ; 

REGULAR SESSION 1^5-76 ^ • 

Aberdeen Separate School District, P. 0/ Box ^^07, Ab^rdgen,* 

Mississippi* ^ . _ 

✓ » 

Contact Person; Mrs. Billie Cork, Title I Propram Supervi^sbr 
Cost: $247,809.00; Par1^A^$ 1 87v93 1 .00; Part C-$ I I , |ai .00;,^ 
rry-over-$48,777.00./ 




Major Emphasis: Pre-School, Reading, Mathematics, Language 



Arts, Guidance, an|f' Health, 

tTLJCZ^r 

ten teachers,^ and twenty-three teacher ,a i des plus the supportive 



Description: The Title I instruc:^ional staff of four-supervisors, 



service staff of one nurse and one nurse's aide provided special 
supplementary instructional activities and supjJortiVe services in 
the above designated ^ajor e/tiphases for 821 partici pzw^ts in grades 

K-8 who had been i denti f fed on the basis of standarckzed'^T&si^^^al^ 

■ . • *^ ' 

as educationally d^ri ved students. Twenty-three minimum program 

' • . • • • t . . ' \ 

teachers were invblved in the current project. 

The kindergarten program was conducted on a full-day j 
schedule during th,e last five months of the school term to help 
23 chi ldren from low-income' f ami I ies priBpare for first grade. 
One teachel^and one ful l-time aide provided experience and activi- 
ties to develop each child^s readiness for learning. Academic 
skills, as well as personal "and soctal ski I l'6, were emphasized.. 

• / 25 • ' v 

^ 19 ^ .. ' . • 



Twe»\ty of the .part I cipan+s scored average or above, on a standardized 
readiness tesl^^at thevTend of thje project. ^ 

Part C funds were used to provide special reading readiness classes 
.for j)eg inning fffst year students who scored below average on the Metropolitan 
Readiness Test a1>^the^ beginning of schoof* Sixty-nine first year students 
VrQcelved supplementary readiness and special reading- Tnstructicfh dai I y in 
45 minute classes of,. 12 '^^o 18 ^t^^ a Title I reading teacher 



and 'one f a1 J-t ima aide. 



• Forty-seven students^^scored on grade placement 



or above on a stanaardized achievement test at' the end of scrrool 



Supplemental' reading, math> and language arts programs. ,w«^^^^|S|^'"^ 
wi:th fh^ lowest achievers in grades one though flour throughf/Ihe assi!stance 



of fourteen teacher aides working' under the di rect ion )fend supervision of ' . 
regular c lassroon^Jg^ag^ers. - A math sufjervisor also worked with th'^s gTOup'^?^-' 
Some of the programs used were DISTAR and Sullivan Programmed Reading'. ; 
Remedial reading classes averaging from 14 to 15 pupils per cjass 

■ ■ . • . . 

ware corrdtrcted, by five teachers, each with a ful h-time aide, for grades -v--'' 

. » ^ ■ / ' * ■ 

two. through eight, this remedial Instruction was provi ded da i ty^ on a 'v 
small group^and/or individual basis during 45-minute periods. A variety 
of material, mediaf, and methods were used to jmprove each student's reading 
abi lity-. ^ ' 

Supplementary help in math was provided in grades/five through eight 
by remedial math classes avera^ng 13 to 14 pupils and taught daily by 
three Title I teachers, each assisted by a full-time aide. ..These classes 
used I M S (Individualized Mathematics System),, which provides a placement 
test followed by pre and post tests and specific prescriptions in eleven 
different areas of math skills^K the child's designated level of perf orfljfence. 



Special language arts instruction was provided fdr sixty-five fifth 
- and sixth. graders by one title I teacher and one full-time aide. Units 
covered included capital izat 190, punctiJati*on,^us^ge, dictionary skills, 
letter-writing, and handwriting. CI asses W6re I inji ted to approximate I y 
twelve students per class. * , 

A full-time guidance and test supervisor provided these services for 
the 82hTftle I students. Tests us^ included the California Achievement 
Test as a pre and post test in grades one through eight; the Lee-Clark 
R*3TrTg Readiness Test as a pre and- post test in kindergarten; and the 
Otis-Lennon Mental Ability Test and the Slosson Intelligence Test. ,The- 
counseling part- involved' 102 contacts with parents, including 45 conferences 
and 26 home visits. Fi fty teachers were involved in conferences and 58 
students received individual and/or group counseling. 

Health services were provided by a nurse and one aide who screened 
all Title I students in^rades'K-8 for vi sua I , hear! ng, dental and physi- 
cal -problems. Necessary corrections- were provided for low income students.' 
Forth-flve students Were sent to the ophthalmologist, eleven of the^e with 
title I funds. Thi rty-six students were given medical attention, and 
■ f I fty-seven students were screened by a dentist with sixteen receiving 
needed dental work. All kindergarten ch i I dren. were given physicals by 
a pediatrician. 

The stated goals in the project application were reached in some 
areas. In all are.-s definite progress was made. The following information 

indicates this progress. ( . ■ 

: " Title. I Students Making A Gain Of I.O Or-<MoVe 

Grade Reading Language Arrs Math 

' ■ • '1 6?% 52% 56? • 

2 47? ' 59?, ,50? 

3 45? 66? 64? 
-4 39? 73? , . 70? • 

5 • 56? nr} 78? 71? 

6 4J? C i 12% 67? 
rn?r>- 7 43? 66? 
™C ' ^ 8 80? 21 ^ ^ 71? 



PROJECT PROFfLE 
- ■ REGULAR SESSION 1975-76 

Amite County School- District, *P, 0. Box 190, Liberty, \ 
Missi ssippi 

> 

& ■ ■ 

Contact Person:. Mrs, Mc^ude Barney, Coordinator 

Cost: .$^,202.50; Part A'-$ 19 1 ,795,00;- Part C-$I4, 844,00; 

Carry-over-$l 41 ,563.50. 

Major Emph.isis: According to our needs survey conducted in ^ 
April, 1974, the high priority needs for the educationally 
deprived children In our four schools were, in reading, language , 
arts and math, in that order. The thrust of Amite County Title 
I, ESEA program is to provide supplementary instruction and 
materials in these areas in an effort to raise the level of per- 
formance of these deslgn-ated pupils. 

Description: Our Title I program for 1974-75 was planned to 

strengthen education for the children who are having learning 

problems. "Title I funds supplemented the regular program of 

education in providing special instruction and materials wjth 

the hope of overcoming learning dLf f icul ities and thus furnishing 

.* ' ' 

these chi I dreiVvOpportuhities ;for success in their environments. 

The 817 Chi I dren .who p^articipated in the Title. I program 
were selected by needs assessment data achievement test scores 
and accumulative record data. 
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Reading - Because reading is a basic skill for learning iixall 
* areas, we concentrated on developing and strengtheijing re^di ng ski Us 
in the first six grades- Ei ght .speci a I re^ading teachers wi th^aXdes- 15 
assist them worked in Title I rooms wjjth-sma IT'g roups of ch^ildren with 
reading dUfJc-u fries after they had ha'd riding instruction, by their • 
regular teachers. For diagnostic purposes, the Metropolitan Readine'ss 
Test was used in first grades and the [="<jy^ntain Valley Teacher/Support^ 
System in grades 2-8. 

MacMillan Readers were used as the b^sal program. Ti?>e I provided; 
supplementary programs and material's sl^h as the Hoffman Program, Learning 
with Laughter, Human Value Series, Reader^s Digest Skill Builders, 
Scholastic Kits, S R A Reading Lab, Scholastic Paperbacks, for each 
child to keep as his own, E.B^ Presses Corrective Reading Program, 
reading games', puzzles, records, filmstrips, transparqacies, workbooks, 

r 

and other printed materials. 

Language Arts - Since language arts and reading skills are inter-^ 
related, our ten language arts tea cherts and eight language arts aides 
worked to help children improve their reading, writing, speaking, and 
listening skiUs. Pupils in grades 5-8, whose weaknesses i n those areas 
w had. been i'dentified by testing were given supplementary instruction In 
small groups in Title I rooms by Title I teachers and aides: 

The language arts* teachers used the same types of materiaJs as 
described/in'the reading program. Sounds of Language and Mott's Language • 
Arts Programs were used effecfively. Mu I ti-medi a fnater ia I s paid for by 
Title 'I helped Title I teachers provide better remedi a k.;i nsto-uction to 
their students. 
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Mathematics ^ The eight Title I* math teachers and four aides gave 
special instruction in smal I groups. to students In grades 3-8 needing 
,hetp y\ mastering basic mathematical skills. These instructors had 
access to various materia1s*and equipment to help give these pupils a 
better understanding 'of math concepts. . ^ 

'Results of standardized tests show considerable educational growth 
of the children served by Title I. However, the overall effectiveness 
of our whole Title I program can not be measured'objecti vely. . Most 
teachers agree that desi rab le attitudes and I nterest^ shown by Tit [6 T ' 
pupils are largely due to our TI t le J-Vrogram. 



\ 
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PROJECT PROFILE t , i / 

REGULAR SESSION, 1975-76 ' { 



Angullla Line Consolidated Schocjl District, P..^;0. Box 196, . ' 
Ahgui I la, l^4^issis&ippi / ^ /{^^ 

Contact Person: James W» Nicholson, Jr., Title I Program' Director 
III. Cost: $167,909.00; Part A-$ 101 ,868.00; Part C-$7, 045.00; 



I I 



Carry-ov6r-$58,996.0d 

IV. Major Emphasis: The major t!;) rust of the Title I project in the 
schools of this district was in reading, language arts, and math. 

As a compl^ement to these programs, the supporti ve areas of 

/'■','■ ■ 

science and health services were used. " 

V. Description: During plannJng sessions a study of the needs >^ 

./;■•■, 
assessments indicated -that the majority of this students in the 

' / ■ • ■ ■ . • 

id^lstrict were underachieving. Particularly low achievement scores 

•Wre recorded in reading, language arts, math, and science. These 

/a^i^eas were chosen to receive the emphasis of this year's^ jnstruc- 

flonal efforts.^ . . r 

Classes in' remedial reading and remedial math in the high 

)/ /.fechool and remedial language arts, remedial math, and remedial 

jsclence in the elementary school were set up. Teaching materials 

and equipment accumulated through previous projects plus materials 

and supplies purchased this year were used to support individual 

and small-group instruction. Students' weaknesses were diagnosed, 
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and students were then grouped homogeneous ly. ^ Rooms for Title I 
instruction were set up apart from the regu lanc^clas^pns and 
equipped witjj^udio--yisual' aids and other teaching riiOTia relating 
to tiL ong/lhg Title J act! vities. TjtleS I nstruttl^prt^l per- 
sonnel included twelve teachers, a learning center coordinator, 
six aides, and. an audio-visual, director and counselor. 

The health services of fered. cons I sted of eye and mouth 
examination fo I lowed by correctioas when necessary. 

In-service trai'ning for feachers and aides began witK 
summer workshops and pre-session orientation and was regular 
and continuous throughout the^remai nder of the year: Consultants 
from Mississippi universities and the Mississippi. State Department 
of Education, school supply representatives, and local district 
personnel constituted the. leadersf^ip for the in-service training. 

School, officials feel -that this project has provided a 
valuable assistance to the school district efforts. Evaluation 
shows that progress was made toward all objectives and the 
overall project was a success. , . 
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.1^ .. . PROJECT PROFILE . . . , 

REGULAR SESSION 1975-76 

I. Attala County School District, Kosciusko, Mississippi 
V IL Contact Person: Frank Y. Gowan, Title J Coordinator 
ML Cost: $217,863.00; Part A-$ I 98, 1 82. 00 ; Part C-^S 12 , 1 30. 00; \ . ^ , 

Carry-over-$7,55l .00 ' - ^ 

IV. Major Emphasis: Readjng, Mathematics and Language Arts 
, V. Description: Students^who needed supplementary instructional 

activities of the Title I project were selected according to needs " . 

as shown by data from the" needs assessment and achievement tests. 

Supportive services consisted of a testing program administered by 

teachers under the direction of the coordinator and supervisor of 

reading and mathemat i cs. The supplementary instructional activities 

were given in the areas of reading, mathematics and language arts, \ 

and were conducted as.^ follows: 

\, V Title I Reading and Mathematics Centers 

These cervters, located in each schools, are supportive to 
the reading and mathematics programs in the* regular curriculum. 
They provided extensive' ski I I -bui I ding exercises and criterion- 
referenced testing. In addition, each center,* particularly at 
upper grade level, provided activities designed to stimulate the 
students' awareness of values of both functional and pleasure 
reading. Also, activities were provided that helped to develop 
^ basic mathemat ica I - concepts. ' . , 

33 ^ ' ' . 
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. * . . ■ A 

Long Creek School operated .four such centers (2nd grade, 3f6 

grade, 4th grade and a center cpmbining 5th, 6tl> and 7th grades 

' ■ ■ • • ■ ' ■' ■ 'I 

staffed with title teachers and aides). ' .-y^^ ^ 



Greenlee School operated a prima>y reading-mathematics center 
and a separate center in reading and in mathematics for the middle 
grades, also staffed by title teachers and aides. 

Carmack operated a lowe^ elementary center and an upper center 
.• with on^ teacher and an aide. \ 

In Zama School, one center served a I I rei ght grades with one 
teacher. ■ . V 

11.4 Title I CTassroom Aides in Reading and Mathematics 

A. Long Creek: 

The first grade In this school operated with four district teachers 
in an open area setting. The Title I aides operated within this broad 
area under thiB direction of the ^'strict teachers. Aides were also as- 
signed* to teachers within the ^second-grade classrooms to provtdie 
supplementary work wIth smaN groups under the direction of the 
teacher. 

B. Greenlee: » . 
Classroom aides were provided in the first grade (reading and 

mathematics); second and third grades (one ful I time ai-de in reading 
and one In mathematics).^- These^aldes provided reinforcement- activities 
for those chil^lren who seemed most likely to be able to perform wifTTIn • 
regular classroom ranges wit4^ minimal Title I assistance. ' 
III. Language Arts 

Long Creek, Zama, Carmack, Ethef and McAdams proylded Title . I 
assistance for eligible students In grades seven anrd eight. In 

ERIC / 28 
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the centers used for reading, emph«^sls was on the development of 
those bciirimunl cat ion skills needed.4o function 'adequately In to^lay's. 
world. 



Special Education ^ . . ' . 

— '■ — ^ — " ■ i 

Two sp0'clal education classes were conducted at Long Creek that 

provided insj^uction to meet the ne^^fs of twenty students participating. 
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PROJECT PROFILE 



REGULAR SESSION 1975-76 

I. Benton County School District, Astiland, Miss^^Ippl 
II. Contact Person: Mrs* M. Young, County Superintendent 
III. Cost: $165,247.00; PajTt A-$l29,783.00y/art C-$7,'486. 00;' . 
Carry-0ver-$27,978.00 . 

.IV* Major Emphasis: Reading, supported by Health Services. 

• ^ - ' -It ■ ■ 

* * . ■ • 

V. Description: Benton County's number or>e priority, as indicated by - 

the needs assessment, was reading. The Titl6 I Reading Program 

was conducted in addition to the regular clasferoom program of 

"instruction and was designed to give extra assistance -to the educa- 

tion|i I ly deprived student. Efforts were made to provide experiences 

In the classroom which were lacking* In Title I students' backgrounds 

and necessary for the conceptual -^d^ve I opment of vocabulary.. Visual 

and verbal experiences with pictures drawn from magazl nes, newspapers, 

•and photographs were introduced into the classroom; Efforts were 

made to first introduce a word or concept, relating to a picture, 

into the student 's ora I vocabXj larjfl and then into his reading 

* vocabulary. ' Experiences in movement, touch, acting out letters, 

^ ■ ■ ' 

words, and concepts with the, body were structured and encouraged. 

Concrete objects wfthin the classroom were labeled in order to 

develop word symbol and meaning association. During structured 

planning sessionsr,. coord! nation of instruction between the Title I 

reading teachers and teachers 6f Title I -^students wa^ developed. 
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Efforts have been made for both groups of teachers to supplement 
and compi ement the others'^ efforts. - , 

Necessary skills r^elitlng to reading readiness and not 
developed In the- preschool environment of the educationally 
disadvantaged student, were taught at the beginning of the schopi 
year In Title I classes and regu lar -claeses. Great emphasis was 
placed on the sklj Is of following directions and the related 
listening skills. Underach levers were i nstructed •f I rst to follow 
directions with their 'bodies, then by manipulating concrete , 
objects, and finally by responding to I nstn)<it Ions with paper and 
pencils. Listening skills such as auditory discrimination, 
listening to identify proper sequence, llstfehfng to distinguish the 
relevant from the irrelevant, iJf3*enIn^:'^f the main Idea,, and 
listening for the meaning of words are used In context. 

Efforts to expose the d Isadvanta|bd student to the total 

reading process were made. Title 1 children were read to by 

<i ■ 

regu I ar classroom teachers. each day, and iother facets of reading ^ , 

' / • ■ ' 

such as story-telling, puppetry, pantomlne, role playing, and 

creative dramatics were also used. Art -and music activities were 

utilized to create further I nvo I vement I n reading and the classrooms 

Because of the differences In dialect of the disadvantaged . 

studentis in Benton County from the standard English In basal texts, 

the Language. Experience Approach to teaching reading was used In , 

both Title I and regular classes to supplement the basal program In 

the regular classrooms and the s,kllls approaeh used In the Title I 

reading classes. The Language Experience Approach "Vas used to teach 

basic sight words to Title I children and for Involving the same 

». 
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children in r^eading by having^Hem read their pwn language. All \ - 

Title I students dictated or wrote, illustrated, and bound their 
own books. These books were treated as library books. and could be 

; . _ .... [. ' _ .' ^ \ 

checked out and read by all children in the program. Effectfye 

■ . ■ '< 

techniques in classroom management and coordination between Title I 

teachers and regu I ar classroom teachers and between Title I teachers 

and Title I aides have contributed greatly to the success in the 

BiBnton County Title I Reading Program. A chUd centered curriculm 

is the basic structure for the Titje I Reading Program. The results 

. of this program are a s ign i f icant el evat ion in reading achievement 

scores and the intellectual, emotional, and physical involvement of . 

Benton County Title I students in the reading process and the'public 

school classroom. 

The good health of thd Title L chi-ld is essential f(!7r optimum 

growth and achievement therefore, the major objectives of the Title I 

health program was to provide health services, and stimulate the 

\ . ' ■ . ... 

development of attitudes and practices which would enab le each chl Id 

* ■• • ' < 

-to realize his f^ul le§t potential' in the Title^^ I reading program. 

' ■ ^We befleve that the health of the target cljlld, although - 

basically the responsibi I ity of parents, is also the responsibility^ 

of many organ izat ions i nc I ud i ng the department of education. * The 

obligations of the school health services include health appraisal 

of the target child; Informing and interpreting the results to 

parents;- encouraging and motivating their efforts to follow through - 

oh i-he recommendations of the teachers, school nurse and family 

ptvy^M^ian; in order that each child may function at his maximum ' 



ll^b'M.h social hy and academically. We strive to provide ./ 
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instructlpn and'posltlve learning experiences tha-^IJ I enable 
; ,^he Title I students to make Intelligent decisions about personal,' 

family, and community |,nvolvement as he becomes a member of the 
V adult citlzentry of^thls great nation. 



? < 
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PROJECT PROFILE • 
■ ,REGULAR~SESS ION 1 975-76 



III. 
IV. 



_ Bo 1 1 van County. School District III, P. 0. Box 28, Shelby-, 
Mississippi 

Contact Person: ^'Richard Henry, Tl^ Coordinator 

Cost: $l89,69Vv00; P^rt At$I79,4II .00; Part C-$t0,280.00 

Major Emphasis: Remedial Reading, Remedial Mathematlcs,,^f;Guidance > 

and Testing, Learning Media coordinators. Aides, and .DIssemi nation 

of i.n format ion. ' ^ 

Description: Reading - Itjs the utmost importance that a good ^ 
.foundation for reading be laid durlrtg the early school years. 
With this in mind, the /teachers set forth to achieve our primary 
objective of the reading .program. This objective was to do every- 
thing possible to enable all pupils to achieve their fullest 
potent! a I i ties. 

Proper instruction for each individual child was based • 
on each pupil's strength and limitation in the basic* reading 
ski I I area. . ' 

. Realizing that no one method would be successful with ^11 

children, the teachers employed a variety of methods and techniques 

■ • f • . - . . - 

to help meet the needs of the individual child. 

^ Remedial instruction in reading, was part of the jeadinig 

program In grades 1-9. The remedial readfng^ prog ram was designed\ 

to give a<Jditional dri I I s, >eteach .and reinforce those ski l ls 

that are essential In learning how to read. 

" ■ 40 .■ 



The Hoffman Reading Program was initiated in the first 
grade (Shelby School) and the primary remedial reading classes 
wh'Ich has been very helpful in that it further enhances the 



V 



progress of the students. 

As ^ resvLit of Part C funds, we purchased additional 
materials and supplies, and one aide to work with grades one 
and two at Brooks School to help strengthen the reading program, 
-which has proved to be beneficial to the children,. 

The post-test results indicated that significant pro- 
gress had been achieved by Title I participants in some grades 
since the pre-test. The growth by grades are as follows: 

1st Gr. 2nd Gr. 3rd Gr. fifh Gr. 5th Gr. 6th Gr. 7th Gr. 8th Gr./9th Gr. 
^ 1.7 .7 .8 .5 . .3 .2 .3 I.I 

Mathematics - Special emphasis was placed on remedial 
mathematics, grades. 1-7, at schools Brooks and Shelby. Ma 



matical skills and objectives were to increase skills by .6 
a grade. Children were identified by standardized test and 
classified by grade equiya lency. Special materials such as 
flash cards, prepared tapes, seat drills, were used to ifnprove 
basic knowledge of mathematics. .Goals were maintained as shown 
by the following improved grade equivalency scores: 
Ist Gr.' 2nd Gr. 3rd Gr. ^ 4th Gr^ 5th Gr. 6th Gr. 7th Gr. 

1.0 .7 .9 .9 .8 .8 .7 

/ 

Learning Center Coordinators - Shelby School and Brooks 

<^ 

School ma-intained learning centers for Title I participants. 
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Two medial sped a I i sts, .one assigned to each schdbl played 

records, .tapes ahd showed fllmstrip. In addition to this they 
• read stories and assisted particijjants in the selection of books 

and periodicals. .Student progress and participation was evidence 

of the success o^J-he program. 

Gui dance . Counserl ing & Testing - Counsel ing and guidance 

was available to all students participating in the Title I project. 
One counselor assisted the supervisors jn reading and mathematics 

in presenting a pre aj^d post testing program to Title I partici- 
pants. Records were maintained and posted to individual folders. 
Goals were achieved by assisting students determine their goals 
and capabi I ities. 

Teacher, Media and Material Aides - Aides assisted teachers 
by dividing chi Idren into smal ler groups and a I lowing for more 
indi vicjua I ized. and smaller group instruction. The media aide 
assisted^in the learning center-in support of rea(fing activities, 
whereas the material aide had charge' of equipment, materials, and 
assisted in the preparation of Title I reinforcement skills. 
Media and Material Aides were assigned grades 6-9 at Broad Street. 

Dissemination of Information - Two thousand pamphlets con- 
cerning progress of students jn all Title I activities were dis- 
tributed to'^'parents, students, PTA, advisory committee members, 
and to the State Department of Education. 
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PROJECT PROFILE 
REGULAR SESSION 1975-76^ 



CoffeevMie Consolidated School District, P. 0. Box K, 

Cof feevi I le, Missis^sippi ' 

Contact Person: Harold H. Jones, Title I Co6rdlnator 

Cost: $141,780.00; Part A-$I36,3I0.00; Part C-$3J62.00; » 

Ca^-o ver-$2 , 308 . 00 

Major Emphasis: Supplemental assi stance in reading and math 
for students below grade level in grades 1-8. • 
Description: A coordinator, 2 supervisors, 8;t9achers, 10 aides, 
and a clerk comprised the Title I staff of the Cof feevi I 16 District. 
These personnel worked in a program to bring remedia I classes and 
supplemental help to 574 elementary; '"©ading and 450 elementary 
math students, who were worki'ng below ^rade ^j'evel . 

LA remedial reading and math teacher with aides were 
gned to al I four Schools in th^. district to conduct six forty- 
five minute classes each day tor students who came to these special 
classes out of free* periods for extra help.. 

A reading super^vlsor find a mgth 'supervi sor worked with the 
teachers assisting them in instructional methods and helping select 
^thT^est material for these students. 

Aides worked with the remedial claisses and went into the first 
and second grade classrooms to give indivldtfal assistange to Title I 
students in these grades. \ 
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In the reading ^rogrgm, the fol lowing materials were used 
^ to supplement the basal program: Houghton Mlfflfn, Harcourt Brace, 
^Open Court, EPC and SRA Labs, BRL SulMvan and Hoffman reading 
programs. 

^ ■ \ ^ , . ' - 

Math mater I a I s i nc I uded BFH. Su I 1 1 van , ""Hof f man , EPC and 
McCormack labs, Houghton MI f f I In worl^fiooks, and Ginn remedial 
texts. 

Title I aides and teachers participated tn In-service 
training sessions conducted by Unl versity'cohsultants. These 
sessions dealt with methods. Individual differences, testing 
and use of .materials. 

For evaluation, the California Achievement^ Test was 
given during^he first and last month of the school term. 
Results show an average "gayn of ^.8 in Reading and .9 In Math.' 
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■ ' PROJECT j?ROFI;LE' 

.REGULAR SESSION 1975-76 

: ] • 

Copiah County ftchool District, P. 0. Box '192, Crystal Springs, 



Mississippi , ' 

,11. Contact Person: mX James Malcolm Chapman, Title I Coordinator 
III. Cost: $284,389.00; Part A-$252,233.00; Part C-$ I I ,860.00; 

Carry-over-$20,296.00 •, % ■ 

IV. Major Emphasis: In the academic areas of reading, math and special, 
education providing supplementary materials and instruction for 
educationally deprived students was a major thrust of Title I. 
To make the above more effective health, speech therapy and 
guidance services were incorporated into the program. To pro- 
vide for the individual instruction of educationally depj-Ived 
and mental I'y retarded students, speciaT education and Vemedial 
classes were provided. 

m 

"v. Description: Instructional activities for 1974-75 project year 
inci uded reading, math, and special education. The overall 
purpose of the three activities was to meet the needs, of t^e 
educationally deprived student. Students were selected for the 
math and reading programs oh the basis of the CAT, A reading 
program was conducted in grades 1-8. 

In grades |r-6 an aide was assigned to work with the teachers 
of reading, the aide's worked with the Title I students in small 
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groups under the direction and supervision of the teacher.^ 
In addition students in grqdes 4-6, who showed th^ greatest 
needs, were given an additional 30 minutes of reading each day 
by one of -five remedial reading teachers.; In grades, 7 and 8 
the students :?'came from a study hall each day to a remedial 
reading class. This class also attempted to provide for • 
indi.vidual reading problems. ^ 

The math program functioned in the same basic.manner. 
All classroom teachers had an aide to assist TiT-le I students 

during the regular math^class in grades 1-6. In grades 4-6, 

.6 ■ ■ ' 

the students needing extra special help were assigned to a 
math lab in addition to the regular math class. In the lab, 
a program was developed to meet the needs for each individual / 
studeritr""^ '' ^v. ..V.'.:?^'^.. "^^'^ 

In grades 7 and 8 students needing help came from a 
study hall period to remedial math ea$:h day. On the basis of 
diagnostic testing, a math program was developed for the students. 

Six classes for EMR students were provided in part by 
Title I. The purpose was to design a program for each child 
which would best meet his needs. - 

A qua 1 1 fled elementary counselor added much to the program. 
He was very effective in the area of testing, counseling with 
students, teachers and parents, home visitations, and referrals. 
This person added greatly to the team concept in the developmental 
approach to the student^s education. 



The nurse and nurse's aide worked npt 'only to overcome- 
health deficiences but spent much time In pi^evSntive health services. 
All of the Title I students were screened for hearing; dental and 
sight deficiencies. Those needing corrections were referred for 
professional services. The students learned of the importance of 
health and i^trition in thei r deve lopment. Sessiqns^wi th Title I 
students were held by the health team in the areas in dental care, 
growth and development, and nutrition. - ^ 

A speech therapist worked with approximately 60 students. 
The students were screened and then approved for the services by 
the regional screening committee. The sessions were^ conducted 
with small groups and on cin individual basis. 

In oUr opinion, the Ti^^le I personnel, working toglther 
as a team greatly benefited the^Title I studfents both educationally 
and socia I ly. ' - ' ' 
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PROJECT PROFILE 

REGULAR SESSION 1975-76 * 

•y- . ■ ■ 

Coving+on County School District, P. 0. Box 346, Coll i ns, 

Mississippi 

Contact Person: Mrs. Mary Alma Redmon 

Cost: $261,351.00; Part A-$209,985,00; Carry-over-$5|.,366.00 
Major Emphasis: To bring the. educat iona I ly deprived chi I d up 
to grade level in reading and math in grades one through six. 
Description; Educationally deprived children were identrtled 
by the use of standardized tests, teacher evaluation aoff past 
performance. ' ^ . 

Identified children were examined by Health Services of 
the Title I program to see if they had physica I handicaps that 

contributed to their slow rate of progress. 

Parents of children who were found to have auditory, visual, 

or dental defects were notified, so they might take them for*complete 

examini nation and correction. 

Parents who were not financially able to have the corrections 

made were referred to agencies that could help" them. Financial aid' 

was provided by Title I funds in a few cases where noother funds 

were aval I able. 

Health Services of Titjje-^^found one hundred'sixteen (1 16) < 
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children who had visual defects, one. hundred fourteen (114) who ' 
had defects of the nose and throat, twenty-one (21) who had 
defects of the ears, three hundred one (301) who had defects 
of the skin and scalp, fifty (50) who had defective speech, two 
hundred sixty-five (265) who hacf defective teeth and four hundred 
five (405) whc* had problems of personal hygiene. 

Title \ funds were use to p^y for dental work, for filPty 
(50) children, eyeglasses for twent'^-fhree (23) chi I dren and 
medical aid for four chMdren. Som|f Items for personal hygfene> V 
were provided for children who were|l| need of them, . • 

Twenty (20) Title I tefbherl Snd thirteen (13) aides were 
employed by ESEA Title I to Instruct and assist children who are ' 
significantly below grade level to develop at their optimum rate, . 

In Collins Schools, e"^t (8) Title I teachers and four (4) 
aides taught supplementary classes in reading and math. Three (3J 
teachers were assigned to the fir^t grade, one (l)*to the second grade, 
two (2) to the third grade, one iCf) to the fourth and fifth gradiss 
and one (I) to the sixth grade, fjThree (3) of the aid^s assisted 
children in grades one. through 4ive^and one. (I) assisted chi I dren 
in the sixth grade, t ; 

In the, Hopewell School, one (I) Title I teacher taught 
children from the first grade, one (4) taught chi I dren from the 
second grade, one (I) taught children from the third grade and ► 
one (I) taught children from the fourth, fifth and sixth grades. 
Three (3) aides assisted these teachers and their students. 
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In the Mount Olive School, one CD Title I teacher taught 
supplementary classes in reading and math In the flrg^t grade, one (i\ 
In the second grade, one (I) In the third grade and one (I) in the fourth, 
fifth and sixth grades. Three (3) aides assisted these teachers and 
chl Idren. , 

In the Seminary School, one (I) Title I teacher taught suppi ementa^ry 
classes in readihgffarid math to children from the first grade, one (I) 
taught chMdren from the second grade, one (I) taught chl Idren from the 
third and fourth grades, and one (I) taught children from the fifth^nd 
sixth grades. Three (3) al^s assist^ad these teachers afid their 
students. 

A varie-ty of workbooks, supplementary textbooks and programmed 
material was used to teach reading and math. - 

The objective of the program was to gain LO points, as^ measured 
by California Achievement Tests, or a yearns growth in the ability to 
read and to use math. 

The program made progress toward the stated goal. 
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/PROJECT PROFILE 
REGULAR SESSION 1975-76 

Enterprise Consolidated School District, P. 0. Box 177, 

Enterprise, Mississippi 

Contact Person; Mr. Bobby D. Brewer 

Cost: $61,094.00; Part A-$52,66!-.00; Part C-$3,302.00; 
Carry-over-$5, 1 31 .00 

Major Emphasis: Major emphasis was, p laced .on a developmental 
approach to ^reading in grades 1-5, ahdVi^>relTiedrar^^^^^a^^ to 
reading In grades 6-8. ' A strong kindergarten prpgram was.^^^^^^^^ 
to prepare pre-school children for first grade.' 
pescri ption : - The deve loprDenta I readi ng program was conducted 
by one teacher aide and' two read 1 ng teachers. The afde was 
assigned to the first grade to assist teachers in working with 
those students who were designated Title I students. The aide 
assisted teachers by working with students in small groups to 
provide addltiona I he I p in developing reading ski. I Is. 

One Title I teacher was assigned to the second and thli 
grades and .one Title I teacher was assigned to the fourth, and 
fifth grades^^b assist teachers in developing reading sklMs 
of those students designated as Title J students. These 
teachers worked about 30 minutes each day with each group , 

^ ' i ■ 

of students. . ' 
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One Title I teacher was assigned to the.6, 7, andi 
8 grades to work with small ;'groups of stjjdents wholi/ere,. 
reading below grade level. TM^: ^ache6 wprke aUbw^K 30 
minutes each day with each^^^^up of students, 

Kindergarte 
Readiness tests 'In 




,i?dinducted by a teacHir- and ;5 aides.- 
that thi s rprogHam w.ias' very affect! 



in preparing disadvantaged Chi I dren for f'irst grade work. ' 

Most students' made substantial progress as indicated 
by standardized tfests. * 



I 
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PROJECT PROFILE ' , ' 
. ' ' . " REGULAR SESSION, 1975-76 - . '• 

■ ' ■ » 

■» . • . ■ , • < ■ 

I. PontotocJ Separate School District, Pontotoc, Mississippi 
Contact. Perspn: Mr. Bi My Sanders, Title I Coordinator 
II I.. Cost: $ I 14,069.46; Part A-$64, 5.52.36; Part e-$4, 251 ,00; Carry- 
Over-$45,2.66. 10 ■ * ■ ; ' V 

IV. Major Empha$is:- Reading (Gradfes 1-7)-, Mathematics (Grades 1-7.) , 
Language Arts (Grades 8-9), Learning Qlaabl I Ities (Grades?-?),^ 
Speech Therapy (Grades . 1-7) , Special EdUcatJpn (Grades 1-7).- . - 
V. Descrrpttton: Emphasized by the Title I program of the Pontotoc 
Municipa^l Separate School Di strict, were.' reading andf mathematics. 
The Title I act iv^it r^s^i he I uded' read i ng i n grades I -7, ^mathematics in 
•grade^l-7, I earn i ng' d i sab i I it ies tn grades 2-7, speech therapy in 
- grades 1-7, special education in grades t^V and language arts In 
^ grades 8-9. 

A great deal of emphasis- and interest was manifested in the 
" reading progr^am. This was done tjecatise of an awareness of the 
importance of this'area in all academic learning. Much effort was put 
into motivation and teaching the basTc skills. -Students within the 
classrooms were grouped according to ability. Small group and 
. Individualized instruction utilized and .students were allowed to \ 
progress, at their own rate. ^ 

Materials were used on many different levels and from many 
-'different interests. These materia) s contributed much to the progress 
attained by the students^ . 
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The math program was supplemented by pjog^ammed math 
materials, suitable to the level of the student. These materials 
allowed the teacher to give individualized help to many more students 
than the traditiona*! math prog-ram. ^' 

V The special education program was conducted for jnenta I ly 
retarded students. Materials were used in the program to give these 
mentally retarded students a chance to experience success and 
achievement in some way every' day . It was further designed to meet 
the inctividua I needs of the students i n order that they mighf'^each • 
•the higiiest level of their potential. Also, it gave these students 
^periences that will help them live a richer and fuller life. Two 
professional teachers, supported by one aide, were used in carrying 
out this program. _ * 

The learning disabilities program was conducted in grades 
1-7. Materials and professional help was given to these students. 
The help included diagnosing the learning disability, providing 
experience that helped these students to overcome these disabilities, 
and to give these students a chance to succeed so that they might 
have a better I i f e. • 

The speech therapy program was conducted in grades 1-7. 
Materials and professional help was given to these students. The , 

help, included diagnosing the speech problem, and providing experiences 

'A 

and activities that helped these students to overcome these speech 

■ ■ ^ ■ ■ 

problems and to give these students a chance to succeed so that they . 
might have a better life. ^ 

'In the language arts program in the Pontptoc High School 
(grades 8-9), individualized and small group instruction was -uti I ized 

. 54 , • 
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in order that students mjght progress at their own rate of speed. 
Materials were used onl many different levels ar>d for many different 
interests. These materials contributed much to^the progress attained 
'byt^the students. . • 11^ 
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PILOT EVALUATION 
■ TITLE 1, ESEA 

FISCAL YEAR 1975 

\ OVERVIEW 

. Tor the past several years, much concern has been expressed 
about^the effectiveness Qf Title I in meeting the special educational 
ni^eds of educationally deprived children in our soifety- This concern 
has come from many segments of our population, from parents to educa- 
• tors, from citizens to legislators, professional people, skilled or 
non-professional, and even students themselves. Many, critics of 
Title I haj^ advocated a complete abandonment of funding Title I by 
. the U. S. Congress because of lack of evidence of its success. Proponents 
of Title I have renounced this concept and have contended its effective- 
niess in eliminating many of the ills which plague and hinder the children 
^of deprived e i rcumstances ^f rom ach ievi ng the i r acadefnic potential. The 
state Title I staff supports the positive concept of Title i and 
believe in its worth in building self-imace, providing learnjrug 
experiences; and thereby new fields of learning never before realized 
by victims of deprived ^nvi ronmehfs, 

Jn an effort to supply evidence of pupil progress and validate 
Title I's claim of success, the state Title I staff rjocided to do a 
special evaluation of selected school districts in Mississippi. This 
evaluation effort is .considered a pilot evaluation because of its struc- 
ture or design. During the spring of Fiscal Year 73 letters were sent 
out to all school districts in the state discussing some type of pilot 
evaluation for Fiscal Year 74. A request was ride for a response from f 
those interested in participating in such an effort. From the responses 
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received from local sdihool off icials, a selection" of seven (7) school 
districts was made. These schools were selected from various sections 
or areas of the state giving a wide representation inthe pro jectT 
^fter a determination of school districts was made, they were then 
contacted and agreements to participate in the pilot evaluation - 
project wbf*e finalized. 

Representatives from some of the pilot school districts 
were asked to come to the state Title I office and meet with SEA 
evaluation' personnel for Title L During this meeting final plans 
and specifications were completed for the pilot evaluation study. 
These spec^i fi cat ions were then prepared and copjes mailed to each 
of the participati^ school districts, (copy is enclosed) 

. During the-'Mmp lementation of the pilot study SEA evaluation f 
staff maintained supervision of the schools invblved. Working-with 
one grade (3rd grade) the district randomly selected participan-^s 
for* the pilot study. The specifications were to be followed impli- 
citly if the results were fo be valid. Most of th.e pilot school 
districts did an excellent job in carrying 'on the pilot evaluation 
project. ' 

Forms were later deve loped- for the collection of data on 
the pilot evaluation stiJdy. Special recognition is given to Title I 
staff personnel of the Humphreys County School District for their 
help in finalizing and printing these forms. The evaluation forms 
were^mailed to each participating school district before the end of 
the school year. The data were col lected and supplied to the SEA 
by July I , 1975. 



57 



This study hopes to prove that Title J is*6ffecti ve Fn 
meeting the special educational needs of the educationally deprived 
childr en it serves. It also hopes to prov6 that the effectiveness 
of Title I car^be determined by randomly selecting school districts 
in the st^te with a randomly selected group of participants in these 
schools, 

. The findings of this study cannot be considered conclusive, 
because of many variables and limitations in conducting the study. 
There is also an apparent need for additional experimentation with 
a broader representation pf school districts with students selected 
from all grade levels in the program. However, the study does pro- 
vide encouragement in the belief that this' can be a model for 
evaluating the effectiveness of Title I in meeting its objective. 
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Activity: Reading 



FI8CAL.YEAR1975 
PILOT EVALUATION OF TITLE I PROJECTS 



DISTRICT 


NO. 

WCc^g 

PROGRAM 
OPER- 
ATED 


NO.STUDEN]? 

, 


NO.HRS. 
INSERVICETRA 


% . 
INING 


NO. TEACHERS 
IN PROJECT 


NO.AIOES; 
ASSIGNMENTS 


, SUPERVISION 


ELIGIBLE 


PARTIC- 
IPANTS 


TITLE 1 
TEACHERS 


AIDES 


OTHERS 


TITLE 1 


REGULAR 


TITLEI 
TEACH- 
ERS 


REGULAR 
TEACH- 
ERS 


NO. 
SUPRS, 


NO. 
VISITS 


•NATURE 

OF 
VISITS 


AVERAGE 

LENGTH 

OFVISITS 


Canton Sep. 


1 

36 


198 


27 


78 


60 


55 


2 


4 


2 


2 


4 


311 


1- 70 

2- 89 

3- 95 

4- 57 


30Uin 
45Min. 
45Mtn. 
45Min. 


Claiborne Co. 


28 


43 


39 


20 


20 


0 • 


1 


4 


. 2 


0 


1 


50 


4 its 

1- 10 

2- 15 
3^5 
4-10 


30 Mint' 


Harrison Co. 


35 


vf 

84 


24 

i 


20 


■1 ♦ 

45 


0 


0 




0 


9 


2 


280 


1- 31 

2- 25 

3- 209 

4- 14 


3045 
Min. 


Hazlehurst Sep. 


28 

r 


27 

\ 

9 


15 


*86 


50 


53 


2 


6 


4 


. 2 


2 


fi. 

37 


1- 6 

2- 12 

3- 15 
44 


30Min. 


Hinds Co. 


36 


0 


61 


16 ' 


3-1/2 


7 


8 


10 


1/2 


0 


2 


■^57 


Ml 
2-13 
^113 
4-20 


a Min. 


Humphreys Co, 


36 


252 


46 


60 


60 


60 


2 


. 5 


2 


5 


4 


658 


1- 71 

2- 162 

3- 340 

4- 85 


20 Min. 


Newton Sep:^ 


36 


54 


27 


44 


44 > 

I' 


44 


1 


4 


0 


2 


0 


7 


\u 

3-3 


3D Min. 



*lndicate: "1" if vititi were for demonstration purposes 
"2" if for assistance to teacher 
"3" if for observation purposes 
"4" if for request from teacher for assitance 

„„<3_jumber for each category. Examples; 1J0or2J0 
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Activity: 



inistict 



FISCAL YEAB 1975 
PILOT EVALUATION OF TITLE I PROJECTS 



DISTRICT 


, :N0. 
WEEKS 

PROGRAM 
OPER- 
•ATED , 


NO. ST 


i 

UOElilTS 


INScn 


NO.HRS 
VICE TRAI 


filING 


NO. TEACHERS 
IN PROJECT 


NO.AIDES: 
ASSIGNMENTS 


"' . SUPERVISION 


ELIGIBLE 


PARTIC- 
IPANTS 


TITLE 1 

TEACHER5 

. A. 


AIDES 


OTHERS 


TITLE 1 


regulaI 


TITLE'I 
TEACH- 
ERS- 


REGULAR 
TEACH. 

ERS 


NO. 
SUPRS. 


NO. 
VISITS 


•NATURE 

Of 
VISITS 


AVERAGE 

LENGTH 

OFVISITS 


Canton S«p, 


33 


< 

9 


25 


, 55/ 


4M/4 


, 14 


2 


2 


.. .. ^ 


' 0 


4 


138 


t- 
2- 
3- 
4- 


25 Mil). 


ClaibopCo: 

>' r 


.28: 


^ 43 


36 


20 


20 


0 


0 


4 


■ 0 


1 


1 

to 


40 


1- 5 

2- 15 
34 
4-12 


30Min. 


Harrison Co. 


1 


NO^ 


ATHACTP 


'ITY ^ 








• 














HazletiurstSep. 


28 


25 


13 


67 


50 


32 


0 


, '6 


0 


6 


2 


48 


1- 5 

2- 21 

3- 11 

4- 11 


30Min, 


Hinds Co. 


36 • 


0 


42. 


11-1/2 


2 


1 


7:1/2 


12 


1/2 


0 


1 




1- 3 

2- 28 

3- 25 

4- 6 


30Min, 


^Humptireyii'Co. 


36 


206 


37 


60 


1 

60 


■ 60 


1 , 


5- 


1 


3 


3 


514 


2- 143 

3- 254 

4- 51 


25Min. 


i 

Newton Sep. 

,'■ 

•j;. , 7 


36 


27 




44 


44 


44 


1 


4 


0 


2 


0 


7 


1-4 
3-3 


30Min. 



'Indicate':. "1" if visits were for demonstration purposes 

i T if for assistance to teacher 
,, . "3" if for observation purposes 
* I ^4" if for re(|uest from teacher for assitance 

o' jgrtiber for each category. Examples; y0or2J0 
ERJC • 
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FISCAL YEAR 1975 

I 

PILOT EVALUATION OF TITLE I PROGRAMS 



Name and Form of Test Used, For Both Pre-Test and Pbst^^st 

'f : 

pU>Tft€ t Metropolatin Achievement Test 



Pn<t>Ti ^ Metropolatin Achievement Test 



Activity: Reading 



AGE 
(Years and 
Months) 


MEAN % RAW SCORE: 
NON-TITLE 1 STUDENTS , 


DIFFER- 


MEAN % RAW SCORE: 
PILOT PARTICIPANT^ 


Dli^FER- 


PRE-TEST 


POST-TEST 


ENCE 


"-^RE-TEST 


POST-TEST 


ENCE 


7.7 . 
8.6 


51 


66 


15 


23 


32 


9 


8,7 
9.6 


42 


59 


17 


19 


32 


13 


9.7 . 
10.6 


33 


49 


16 


31 


35 


4 


10.7 
11.6 






f 


7 


29 


22 




MEAN GE 
NGN TITLE 1 STUDENTS 


DIFFER- 
ENCE 


MEAN GE 
PILOT PARTICIPANTS 


DIFFER. 
ENCE 


PRE-TEST 


POST-TEST 


PRE-TESt 


POST-TEST 


7.7 • 
8:6 


3.4 


4.3 


.9 


2.1 


2.5 


.4 


8.7 • 
9.6 


3.0 


3.8 


.8 

t- 


1.8 


2.5 


.7 


9.7 - 
10.6 


2.6 


3.3 


.4 


2.5 


2.7 


.2 


10.7 • 
11.6 








1.1 


2.4 


1.3 



Number of Schools in Pilot Evaluation using above Test -JL 



•^Average NunfTber of-^Days-of-lnstruction Betwreeirthe-^Pre 

o 63 • 
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FISCAL YEAR 1975 
PILOT EVALUATION OF TiTLE I PROGRAMS 



Name and Form of Test Used. For Both Pre-Test and Post-Test 

Pre-Test 

Post-Test '. 

Activity: Reading y 



AGE 
(Years and 
Months) 


MEAN % RAW SCORE: 
NON-TITLE i^STUDENTS 


DIFFER- 


MEAN % RAW SCORE; 
PILOT PARTICIPANT^ 


DIFFER- 


P RE-TEST 


POST-TEST 


ENCE 


PRE-TESt 


POST-TEST 


ENCE 


7.7.' 
8.6 


50 


55 


5 


31 




4 


8J • 
9.6 


45 


53 


8 


26 ^ 


31 


5 


9.7 - 
10.6 


0 
78 


80 


2 


28 


30 . 


2 


10.7 
11.6 
















MEANGE 
NON-TITLE 1 STUDENTS' 


DIFFER- 
ENCE 


MEANGE 
PILOT PARTICIPANTS 


DIFFER. 
ENCE 


PRE-TEST 


POST-TEST 


PRE-TEST 


POST TEST 


7.7- 
ft6 


. 2.6 


3.3 


.7 


1.2 


2.2 ^ 


1.0 


8.7 
9.6 


2,5 


•3.1 




1.1 




1.0 


9.7 
10.6 


2.7 


3.4 


.7 


11° 


2.1 : 


1.0 


10.7- 
11.6 















Number of Schools in priot Evaluation using above Test '5 
-VWerage-Number~<>fDay5-of-ln$tFuctiQffv^Between-th^ — 



*i ■ , ■ 



~ FISCAL YEAR 1975 
PILOT EVALUATION OF TITLE I PROGRAMS 



Name and Form of Test Used, For Both Pre-Test dnd Post-Test 
pgft^Tix t Metropolatin Achievement Test • 



Pftt-TiMt t Metropojatin Achievement Test 



Activity: Mathematics 



AGE 
(Years and 


MEAN % RAW SCOrtE: 
NON-TITLE 1 STUDENTS 


DIFFER- 


MEAN % RAW SCORE: 
PILOT PARTICIPANT^ 


DIFFER- 


Months) 


PRETEST 


POSTTEST 


ENCE 


P RE-TEST 


POST-TEST 


ENCE 


7.7 
8.6 


37 


56 


19 


23 

P 


34 


11 


8.7 • 
* 9.6 


40 


57 


17 


24 


36 


12 


97- 
10.6 


37 


49 


12 


28 


34 


6 


10.7 
11.6 


37 


57 


20 


17 


23 






MEAN GE 
NON-TITLE 1 STUDENTS 


DIFFER- 
ENCE 


MEANGE > 
PILOT PARTICIPAfJTS 


DIFFER- 




pre-tEst 


POST-TEST 


PRETEST 


POSTTEST 


. 7:7 • 

8.6 


2.7 


3.5 


.8 


1-9 


2.5 


.6 


8.7 - 
9.6 


2.9 


3.6 

r 


.7 


1.9 


2.6 


.7 


9.7 . 
10.6 


* 2.7 


3.3 


.6 


2.1 


2.5 


.4 


10.7- 
11.6 


2.7 


3.6 


.9 


1.7 


1.9 


.2 



ERIC 



Number of Schools in Pilot Evaluation using above Test ' 

■- . ^ ' ■ ■ .. - . * '. . ' 

Average-Number of Days of Instruction Between the Pre and Post Testing Periods 131 

<t 65 
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FISCAL YEAR 1975 
PILOT EVALUATION OF TITLE I PROGRAMS 



Name and Form of Test Usttd, For Both Pre-Test and Post-Test 



lVe-Te$t: 



California Achievement Test 



Ptost-Test. 



California Achieveffnent Test 



Activity: Mathematics 



¥ 

AGE 
(Years and 


MEAN % RAW SCORE: 
. NON-TITLE 1 STUDENTS 


DIFFER- 


MEAN % RAW SCORE; 
PILOT PARTICIPANTS 


V 

DIFFER- 


Months) 


PRE-TEST 


POST-TEST 


ENCE 


PRE-TEST 


, POST-TEST 


ENCE 


77- 
8.6 


48 


61 


13 


35 


53 


18 ■ 


87 • 
9.6 • 


48 


62 


14 


• 35 

^ — • — 


53 


18 


97- 
10.6 


74 


84 


10 

t 




28 


4 

1— 


107- 
11.6 




— ^ 












MEANGE 
NON-TITLE 1 STUDENTS 


DIFFER- 
ENCE 


MEANGE 
PILOT PARTICIPANTS 


DIFFER- j 
ENCE 




PRETEST 


POST-TEST 


PRE-TEST 


• POST TEST 
t 


77 - • 
8.6 


2.6 


3.4 


.8 


1-6 






87 
9.6 , 


p 


3.3 


.9 


1.5 


2.6 




97 
10.6 


2.8 


3.6 


.8 


1.1 


2,1 


1.0 


107 
11.6 




4 




y ■ . 







Number of Schools in Pilot Evaluation using above Test 



Average Number of Days of Instruction Between the Pre and Post Testing Periods 144. 



EVALUATION OF TITLE, I, ESEA PROGRAMS 
. Fiscal Year 1975 



I. Selection of LEA^ and Pupil participant's: 

I. A selected numbec of local distrjcts are to comprise 
a p i lot eva fuat Ion project - preferably those who ♦ 
volunteer. ; ^> ^ 

^^^^2. Only the third grade will be involved In pilot program. 

3. ^ A randomly selected group of children will be Involved 

in program^ all third graders in the areas of reading, 
language arts, and mathematics if. all three activities 

- are approved .in the project. 

4. No consideration will be given to age of children in. 
the third grade who participate in the program. 

5. Only third grade students reading one or more grades 
below grade level are eligible to participate in pilot 
project. 

II. Test Administration 

1. There will be two separate catagories of sampling: 

a. Those tested at the beginning of the school 
year (1st month of school) ' ' . 

b. Those who wi I I not be tested at the^^beg J nn i ng 
of the school year; whose post testjiast sprlrfg 
wi I I be used as pre test this schoo^i^ear. 

2. Participants will be tested separately from regular 
students but will be tested with other Title*! 
students. 

3. Persons other than the regular teachers of these. 

- students are to administer tests. 

4. Teachers may serve as test monitors unless other- 
wise restricted from testing area. 

5. AIJ participants in pilot project are to be post 
teste"cl in April or May of 1975, exact dates to. be 
announced later. 




Instruction: 

1. Participants are to be taught as a! T other Title 
I students wlth.no extra effort because of their 

sel ect Ion. . r . 

2. Teachers are not to know the Identity of selected 
participants during the^perlod of the Instructional 
activity. 

-3. Accurate record should, be kept of eacti^ partlclpanf Vs 
attendance. 

\ 4. Regular teachers should give same Tnsfructlona f effort 



to Title I chf 



jdren as none Title I children. 



•'S^>%5. Pupils should l\e evaluated periodical ly to determine" 
rate of progres^and/or If Instruction Is being 
eff6c1^lve. •« 

IV. Data requested for study: 

• • . ^ ■ ■ ■ 

: \. Selected participants are to be grouped according 
to ages for reporting purposes only. Age Ms as 
of beginning of school year. ^ . 

. 2. Mean percent of raw score for each age group fs 
to be reporteU. * 

3. Mean per cent of raw score for total group Js to ^ 
be reported.' ■ 

4. Mean grade equivalent scores for each age group are 
to be reported. • 

5. Mean grade equivalent score for total group Is tp 
ba^ reported. 

V. Controls: ^ 

1. From I i-st of ^identlf led Tit le I participants, arranged 
in alphabetical order, select every fifth (5th) chfld. 
A separate list |s to be estabi ished for each activity 
approved In the project (reading, langijage arts; and 
mathematics. ) ^ ^ 

2. Selection of participants shall "be from multiple school; 
and multiple sections within each school^ with 1 n the 
districts. ' 
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Teachers and principals should be informed through 
formal means that their schpol is participating In 
a pilot study. This may be done by local off^^Ials 
and/or State Title I evaluation personnel. No 
specific details should be given except that this Is 
an effort to evaluate the effectiveness of the 
Instructional program Including Title I. 

Close supervision anS frequest visitations by both 
local personnel and State Eva I uat Ion personnel will 
be a part pf the pilot program. 

Teachers are to record methods utilized In Instruction 
(e.g. individualized instruction, sma I I group Instruction 
etc.) and length of class periods. 

Teachers are to record materials, supplies, and 
equipment utilized. In 'instruction as'well as^ 
basal texts and other i nstrucl^^ona I aldf. 

Teachers should indicate the *use of Sides and/or 
team teaching approach If applicable. ^ 

Supervisors should record number of. visits to each 
classroom, observations, and length of visits. Also 
indicate any assistance, demonstrations, suggestions 
and/or requests from teachers for assistance. 

V 
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FISCAL YEAR 1975 
PILOT EVALUATION OF TITLE PROJECTS 



Noiii* of LEA 



Project No. 



PROGRESS REPORT OUTLINE FOR TITLE I INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITY 



Include o progress report for EACH instructionol octivity operoted according to the following outline. 
Eoch question should be dnswer^d for eoch instructionol octivity. Do not leave bionics. Attoch ddditionol 
poges'as needed. 



1. instructionol octivity evaluated In this repQ^ 

2. Indicote the pers%n(s) doing this evaluotion. 

A 

( ) Coordinator 

( ) Counselor 

( ) Clossroom teocher 

( ) Principol 

* ( ) Other (specily) 



/ 



■J 



Nom6 dh^ Title of the person primorily responsible for 
evaluotioD of this octivity. 



Telephone Number 



3. Indicote, in number of weeks, the length ^ time this octivity operoted 



4. Indicate the number i>f third-grode children eligible for Title I progroms, not porticipoting in this 
octivity: _ _ ; the number'in the Pilot Project: . ^ 

5. Indicote the number of hours of inservice training for Title I teochers: ; for oides: 



for non-Title I teochers: 



Describe the involvement of the coordinotor, supervisors, principols, counselors, tedchers, ond oides In 
the inservice. Indicate who conducted the training, the types of activities, where they were con- 
ducted, and the noture of the troining. (If you need more space thon thot below, dttoch on odditional 

sh]ifr*n) . ^ 
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6. List th« specific obj«ctiv«(s) of this octivity. 



List tom« of the behovioral objectivts of this activity. (If you n««d mor« space thon that below, attach * 
on ojditional sheet.) 



9 iiJ 



r 



7. Supply specific information requested on student achievement. 



C 



Gain 
Expected 

itonths' 
Growth) , > 



Number 
Exceeding 
Expected 

.,5|^Gain 



Number 
Reaching 
Expected 
Gain 



Number 
Reaching 
76-99% of 
Expected 
Gain 



Number 
Reaching 
51-75% of 
Expected 
Gain 



Number 

Reaching 
26-50% of 
Expected 
Gain 



Number 
Reaching 
1-25% of 
Expected 

Gain 



-r' 



Number Making No Gain: 
Number of Regressions: 
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8.lfdijitional Statistical Data 



NO. TEACHERS 
INVOLVED IN 
PILOTPROJECT 


NO. OF AIDES; . 
^ASSIGNMENTS 


AVERAGE AMOUMT OF 
TIME A CHILD PARTICIPATED 
IN THE ACJIVITY 


— 

) ' ■ 

attendInce 


Title 1 


Regular 


, Title 1 
Teachers 


Regular 
Teachers 


No. Periods 
Per Week 


Length of . 
Class Periods 


Class 
Slie 


No. of 
Participants 


Yeorly 
ADA 


1 


■ 'i 








1 









INSTRUCTION 



Method 
(e.g.. Team 
Teoching) 



Teaching 
Aids' 



SUPERVISION; 
NO, OF SUPERVISORS; . 



No. of 
Class 
Visits 



Average 
Length 
of Visits 



^ 



Nature of 
Visits** 



* Indicate ''A" if materials, supplies, and equipment 
were odeijuate; indicate '1" if they were 
inadequate . ^ 

** Indicote 'T' 11 visits were for dernonstrotion 
purposes ; "2" if for assistance to twclier ; 
3 if for observotion pMrposes ;""^' if for\j^ 
r_equest from teacher h ossistonce . 

Give the number for each category* Example: 

yO;or2JO, 



r. . V 



9. TettDotQ 



Nome ond form of test used, jfor both p^-t*tt ond pott*U^ " ; ^ ^ 



Dbto of pro-tost: 
Doto of post-tost: 



Exoct number of dqys of instruction between the t;^o tests^i 





AGE 
(Yeors 

" gnd 
Months) 


' M*an% 
Raw Score; 
Non-Titl. 1 

diUO VRi Sf 

Pro-Test 


Moon % 

Row Score; 
Non-Title 1 

Post-Tost 


^. 

GAIN 


• Mean % p 
Row iScore; V 

j^orricipaniSf 
Pro-Test . 


Moon % 

'i^w Score; 
* ; PHot 
r ^omciponTs; 
P6$»-Test 


^ ■• - • 

■ % 

GAIN 


7.7- 
8.6 


i 






* 






Q 7 
0./ — 

9.6 


! 

} 












9 7 
T./ — 

10.6 














.10.7- 
11.6 
















Moon GE 
Non-T!tle 1 
Students; 
Pre-Test 


Mean GE 
Non-Title 1 
Students; 
Post-Test 


GAIN 


Mean GE 
Pilot 
Participants; 
Pro-Test 


Moon GE 
Pilot 
Participants; 
Post-Test 


GAIN 


» 7.7- 
8.6 














8.7- 
9.6 , 














9.7- 
10.6 














10.7^ 
11.6 















■ 1 r: 



10. State in narrative form any special program features, successes, problems, recommendations, etc., 
of this, activity that you feel warrant considerotion in this evaluation. (If you need more space 
than that below, attach an additional sheet.) 
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